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April 11, 2003

Ms.MarleneH. Dortch
Secretary
FederalCommunicationsCommission
~ 12~Street,SW,RoomTWB-204
Washington,DC 20554

Re: ApplicationbySBCCommunicationsInc., Mich~ganBell TelephoneCompany,and
SouthwesternBellCommunicationsService,Inc. for ProvisionofIn-RegionInterLATA
Servicesin Michigan, WCDocketNo. 03-16

DearMs. Dortch:

This lettersupplementsthe recordon theeffortsby AT&T andCovadto provideline splitting
servicesto Michigan consumersandSBC’s inability to provisionline splitting orders.AT&T has
previouslyshownthatSBC’s processfor convertingline splitting customersto aTINE-Pvoiceonly
configurationis discriminatoryandunworkable.See,e.g., DeYoung/ConnollyDec. ¶~J20-21;
DeYoung/ConnollySupp.Dec. ¶~J6-15. As theattachmentheretoshows,despiteSBC’srepresentations
thatthistype of conversionwill result in minimalservicedisruption,AT&T’s experiencein Michigan
confirms thatthis typeof conversionresultsin significantvoicedisruption.Thus,it is clearthat SBC does
not havefunctioningOSSprocessesto handleline splitting orders.

Oneelectroniccopy of thisNotice is beingsubmittedto the Secretaryofthe FCCin accordance
with Section1.1206ofthe Commission’srules.

Sincerely,

cc: JohnP. Stanley
Gina Spade
MarcusMaher
SusanPie



SBC’s Inability to ProcessLine Splitting Orders
Resultsin CustomerLosing Voice ServiceFor Over Two Days

• AT&T haspreviouslysubmittedevidenceon theproblemswith SBC’s line splitting
documentationandSBC’s inability to provisionline splitting ordersthatAT&T has
submittedin Michigan.SeeDeYoung/ConnollyDec.~J5-21; DeYoung/Connolly
Supp.Dec.¶~J3-27. Letterfrom Alan C. Geolot,SidleyAustin Brown& Wood
LLP, to MarleneH. Dortch,Secretary,FCC(March 19,2003);Letter from Alan C.
Geolot,SidleyAustin Brown & WoodLLP, to MarleneH. Dortch,Secretary,FCC
(March28, 2003)(“AT&T March28 Ex Parte”).

• In theAT&T March28 Ex Parte,AT&T describedits effort to convertacustomer’s
AT&T/Covad line splitting serviceto removetheDSL servicebutretainUNE-P
service.AT&T March 28 Ex Parteat 7. Pursuantto SBC’sprocedures,this order
involvescompletionofasingleLSRthatresultsin two separateordersin SBC’s
systems(a“D” (disconnect)orderfor theDSL loopand a “N” (new)orderfor anew
voice-gradeloop andport combinationwith reuseoftheswitchport). AT&T
followed SBC’s documentationto submittheorderon March24, 2003. However,
SBCerroneouslyrejectedthisorderdueto errorsin its documentation.Thereafter,
AT&T resubmittedtheorder, whichwasgivenaduedateof April 3, 2003.

• OnApril 3, thecustomerlost dialtone.AT&T contactedSBC’s LSC on April 4 and
learnedthatfor somereasonSBChadworkedaportionofone oftheorders(i.e. had
disconnectedthecrossconnectsfrom theswitchport to theexistingDSL loop), but
not theotherorder associatedwith theconversion. Also on April 4, SBCplacedthe
orderin jeopardystatuseventhoughthedue date(andthereforethetime for issuing
jeopardynotifications)hadpassed.Although SBCLocal OperationsCenter(“LOC”)
representativestoldAT&T thattheservicewould berestoredby 5:00 thatafternoon,
SBCfailedto restoredialtoneby closeofbusinesson Friday,April 4.

• Servicewasbriefly restoredaroundmidnightApril 4, but thecustomerhadno
dialtonewhenhe triedto placea call againearly Saturdaymorning,April 5. Despitea
furthercommitmentby SBCto restoredialtonelaterthat day, thecustomerdid not
regainvoiceserviceuntil Sundayafternoon,April 6. Moreover,dialtonewasonly
restoredthatday afterAT&T escalatedtheoutageto SBC’s Local Service
Center/LOCVice President.

• During theentireperiodthat thecustomerhadno dialtone-- from Thursdayto
Sunday-- thecustomer’sDSL servicecontinuedto operate.As aresult,thecustomer
hadDSL servicebut notvoice service-- preciselythe oppositeofwhathadbeen
requested.

• Thus,AT&T’ s customerexperiencedfar morethanthebriefinterruptionin voice
servicethat SBChasrepresentedwould beassociatedwith this typeofconversion.
Thelossofdialtonefor over threedays(in conjunctionwith thefailureto disconnect



theDSL service) is clearevidencethat SBChasnot establishedworkableOSS
processesfor handlingline splitting orders.

• As AT&T hasalsoshown,SBC’s currentpolicy requiringthat CLECsorderanew
loop in a line splitting to UNE-P configuration,while atthesametime re-usingthe
sameloop whenits customersof its own dataaffiliate droptheirDSLservice,is pure
discrimination. SBChasprovidedno justification forthedifferencein treatment,
andtheconsequenceofthepolicy is thatCLEC customersincurunnecessaryvoice
outagesandpotentiallylower servicequality, andCLECsincurunnecessaryworkand
chargesassociatedwith thenewioop provisioning.AT&T March 28 Ex Parteat 5-6.

• Recently,in discussionsbetweenAT&T andits SBCaccountteam,SBCpersonnel
haveadmittedthatSBC’s policy ofgiving CLECsanewvoice-gradeloop in a line
splitting-to-UNE-Pconversionis nothingmorethanan effort to preserveDSL-
capableloops for customersthat wantDSL service.Thiscandidadmissionreveals
theanti-competitivemotive behindSBC’s policy andbeliesSBC’spreviousclaim
thatits policy is basedon aconcernthatthe line-split loop needsto be switchedout
becauseit maynot be suitablefor MichiganBell’s voicequality standards.
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